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Property Taxation. Fire Protection Systems Exclusion 
Official Title and Summary Prepared by the Attorney General 
PROPERTI' TAXATIO:\. FIRE PROTECTIOr\' SYSTEMS EXCLUSION. LEGISLATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL 
AMEl\D~fE~T. Under the present provisions of the Constitution, real property is reassessed for taxation purposes 
when new construction occurs. Exceptions are made for reconstruction after a disaster and for certain solar energy and 
seismic safety construction. This measure allows the Legislature to add additional exceptions for the construction or 
installation of any fire sprinkler system, other fire extinguishing system, fire detection system, or fire-related egress 
improvement, as defined by the Legislature, which is constructed or installed after the effective date of this measure. 
Summary of Legislative Analyst's estimate of net state and local government fiscal impact: By itself, this measure has 
no state or local fiscal impact because it only authorizes the Legislature to enact a measure to implement its provisions. 
If the Legislature enacts implementing legislation, there would be an unknown loss of property tax revenues to local 
governments estimated to be less than $5 million annually. Implementation would increase state government expendi-
tures to compensate local school districts for property tax revenue losses and increase state government income tax 
revenues due to lower property tax deductions. The income tax revenue increases would be only a small portion of the 
property tax revenue losses. 
Final Vote Cast by the Legislature on SCA 58 (Proposition 31) 
Assembly: Ayes 75 
Noes 0 
Senate: Ayes 30 
Noes 0 
Analysis by the Legislative Analyst 
Background 
On June 6, 1978, the voters approved Proposition 13, 
which added Article XIII A to the California Constitution. 
:\rticle XIII A provides that the value of real property 
(that is, land and buildings) generally shall be appraised 
or reappraised for property tax purposes when (1) the 
property is purchased, (2) the property is newly con-
structed, or (3) a change in ownership of property has 
occurred. Otherwise, the value of the property may be 
increased for property tax purposes by no more than 2 
percent per year. 
Current law generally requires county assessors to ap-
praise all new construction on the basis of its full market 
value at the time construction is deemed completed or, if 
the construction has not been completed, on the basis of 
the full market value of the work thafhas been completed 
as of March 1· (the lien date). In the case of modifications 
in or additions to existing property, only that portion of 
the property which has undergone new construction is 
subject to reappraisal for property tax purposes. 
Under current law, therefore, the assessed value of a 
newly constructed building which contains a fire sprinkler 
system, a fire extinguishing system, a fire detection sys-
tem, or a fire-related egress improvement would reflect 
the value of those systems. When such a system is added 
to an existing structure, the assessed value of the structure 
is increased to reflect the value of the improvement. 
Proposal 
This measure amends the "new construction" provi-
sions of Article XIII A. Specifically, the measure author-
izes the Legislature to provide that the term "newly con-
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structed" shall not apply to the construction or addition of 
any fire sprinkler system, fire extinguishing system, fire 
detection system, or a fire-related egress improveme 
defined by the Legislature, which is constructed or L 
stalled after this measure becomes effective. The measure 
therefore authorizes the Legislature to exclude the value 
of these improvements from the property's assessed value 
so long as there is no change in ownership. Whenever a 
building containing these types of improvements changes 
ownership, however, real property which includes such a 
fire protection system would be reappraised at its full mar-
ket value (including the value of that system) , as required 
by current law. 
Fiscal Effect 
By itself, this measure has no state or local fiscal impact 
because it only authorizes the Legislature to enact a meas-
ure to implement its provisions. 
If the Legislature enacts implementing legislation pur-
suant to the authority granted by this measure, there 
would be an unknown loss of property tax revenues to 
local governments. The magnitude of the revenue loss 
would depend, in part, on the definitions of "fire sprinkler 
system" and "fire extinguishing system" and other terms 
adopted by the Legislature, and the value of the fire-relat-
ed improvements that otherwise would have been made 
by property owners. We estimate that the loss of revenue 
statewide would be less than $5 million ann~ally. 
This measure also would affect state expenditures and 
revenues, in two ways. First, if the Legislature use' ·he 
authority provided in this measure, the state wou. 
tomatically incur additional costs since under existing h .... 
it must provide local school districts with funding to com-
pensate them for any loss of property tax revenue that 
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they experience. Second, state income tax revenues would 
increase because affected property owners would have 
lower property tax payments to deduct from income on 
their state income tax returns. The increase in revenues, 
however, would amount to only a small portion of the loss 
in property tax revenues. 
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Text of Proposed Law 
This amendment proposed by Senate Constitutional 
Amendment 58 (Statutes of 1984, Resolution Chapter 56) 
expressly amends the Constitution by amending a section 
thereof; therefore, new provisions proposed to be inserted 
or added are printed in italic type to indicate that they are 
new. 
PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO ARTICLE XIII A, 
SECTION 2 
(c) For purposes of subdivision (a), the Legislature 
may provide that the term "newly constructed" shall not 
include both of the following: 
(1) The construction or addition of any active solar en-
ergy system. 
(2) The construction or installation of any fire sprinkler 
system, other fire extinguishing system, fire detection sys-
tem, or fire-related egress improvement, as defined by the 
Legislature, which is constructed or installed after the ef-
fective date of this paragraph. 
If you have any questions about voting 
call your county clerk or 
registrar of voters 
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Argument in Favor of Proposition 31 
Proposition 31. on the :\ovember ballot. could mean a 
significant savmg of precious lives, property and taxes for 
Californians throughout the state. 
Proposition 31, the Fire and Life Safety Amendment, 
would authorize the State Legislature to exempt from 
propert~· tax reassessment many fire safety improvements 
to both residential and commercial properties~fire safety 
improvements that could save lives and property. 
Recent fires in highrises. apartmeNt buildings and 
homes are grim reminders of whv this constitutional 
amendment ~is so critical. In 1983 more than 150.000 fires 
in residential and commercial establishments in California 
resulted in 1.856 serious injuries and 354 deaths. In addi-
tion, property losses caused by these fires totaled more 
than $500 million. 
Currently the installation of fire sprinklers, smoke de-
tection devices and other such improvements in homes 
and other buildings triggers a reassessment in property 
values, causing direct increases in property taxes year af-
ter year. As a result of this added tax burden, many home-
owners and owners of large commercial establishments~ 
such as hotels. theaters, office buildings and other public 
places-are not financially able to make these life safety 
improvements. Proposition 31 would provide an effective 
financial incentive to property O\vners to make these IIn-
provements. 
A similar measure to exempt earthquake safety im-
provements from property tax reassessment was enacted 
by the voters of California in June 1984. :\ow we have all 
opportunity to pass Proposition 31. a measure that could 
significantly reduce the loss of lives and property caused 
by fires in California. 
Proposition 31 was put on the ballot with the unanimom 
support of legislators from every part of the state. Please 
join with us and the Los Angeles Fire Department and the 
San Francisco Fire Commission in voting YES on Proposi-
tion 31 on :\ovember 6th. 
DANIEL E. BOAn\'RIGHT 
State ~enator. 7th District 
Contra Costa County 
~lILTON MARKS 
State Senator, 3rd District 
San Francisco/Marin Counties 
KEN~ETH A. BROWl\" 
President. California Fire Chiefs .-issociatiull 
Rebuttal to Argument in Favor of Proposition 31 
Don't be fooled! Proposition 31 is not designed to save 
lives and property. It is designed to save taxes on commer-
cial property and will be of little or no benefit to home-
owners and renters. 
The proponents are misleading voters when they state 
that installation of a smoke detector in a home triggers a 
reassessment and higher property taxes. Everyone who 
has installed a smoke detector knows that this is not true. 
The fact that the proponents find it necessary to mislead 
voters shows the lack of merit to this ludicrous proposal. 
What Proposition 31 will do is give a special tax break to 
the owners of commercial property when they add fire 
alarms and fire sprinkler systems that enhance the value 
of the property. Why should they get this special exemp-
tion when homeowners are penalized when they con-
struct improvements on their property or when they buy 
a home and are forced to pay higher taxes than other 
homeowners with property of the same value? The Legis-
lature thinks that commercial property owners deserve 
special treatment because they have more money. Voters 
have the right to say, "NO! THAT'S :\OT RIGHT!" 
In 1982 this author took on the entire State Legislature 
and successfully defeated Proposition 7. v.,hich involved 
the same issue as Proposition 31 and which had passed the 
Legislature without opposition. I urge voters to join with 
me again and refuse to allow the Legislature to give spe-
cial treatment to the wealthy. VOTE :\O! O~ PROPOSI-
TIOl" 31! 
TIMOTHY D. WEINLAND 
.-ittome,v at Law 
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Argument Against Proposition 31 
VOTE !'JO O!'J PROPOSITION 31! 
Proposition 31 is another attempt to create an unfair and 
illogical exception to the unfair and illogical "newly con-
structed/change in ownership" clause in Proposition 13 
(Article XIII A of the California State Constitution). It is 
virtually identical to Proposition 7 which voters over-
whelmingly rejected in the 1982 general election, and is 
therefore an insult to the intelligence of voters. 
Cnder Proposition 13, ad valorem taxes on real property 
are limited to 1 percent of the assessed valuation as shown 
on the 1975-76 tax bill or the appraised value when pur-
chased, newly constructed, or a change in ownership has 
occurred after the 1975 assessment. Proposition 31 would 
allow the Legislature to exempt from the definition of 
"newly constructed" the installation of any fire sprinkler 
system, other fire extinguishing system or fire-related 
egress improvement as defined by the Legislature. This 
would give a special tax break to corporations and wealthy 
individuals owning commercial property while perpetuat-
ing the injustice done to homeowners by Proposition 13. 
Proposition 31 therefore deserves to be resoundingly de-
feated. 
Cnder Proposition 13, when a home is sold the property 
is reassessed and the new owner pays higher taxes. One 
homeowner can be forced to pay taxes that are much 
higher than another homeowner with property of identi-
cal value. For some illogical reason, Proposition 13 assumes 
that new purchasers of property deserve to pay higher 
taxes than existing owners. As Charles Dickens wrote in 
Oliver Twist, "If the law supposes that, the law is an ass." 
Until the flagrant injustice to homeowners is rectified, 
owners of commercial property deserve no special treat-
ment when they construct or install fire protection sys-
tems. I ask the Legislature the following question: WHAT 
IS WRONG WITH BEING FAIR TO EVERYONE?!!! 
Under the leadership of this author, voters overwhelm-
ingly defeated Proposition 7 in November 1982. That 
proposition was essentially the same as Proposition 31, yet 
the Legislature is insisting on wasting time and the taxpay-
ers' money to put this matter before the voters again. The 
Legislature should have received our message, but they 
obviously did not, so it is necessary to reject this proposal 
again. 
VOTE NO ON PROPOSmON 31 and send the Legisla-
ture the following message: NO MORE TAX BREAKS 
FOR COMMERCIAL PROPERTY! IT IS TIME TO 
TREAT EVERYONE EQUITABLY! 
TIMOTIIY D. WEINLAND 
Attorney .t Law 
Rebuttal to Argument Against Proposition 31 
Contrary to Mr. Weinland's claims, Proposition 31 bene-
fits ever:,v Californian. Under Proposition 31, every Califor-
nian-private homeowners and commercial property 
owners alike-could receive relief from the unfair proper-
ty tax burdens triggered when fire safety improvements 
are made in private homes, apartment houses, hotels, of-
fice buildings and other property. 
The key issue addressed by Proposition 31 is fire sarety-
the saving of hundreds of innocent lives and hundreds of 
millions of dollars of property destroyed each year by fire. 
Proposition 31 is simply common sense! Isn't it common 
sense to take away unfair tax obstacles faced by homeown-
ers and other property owners who wish to install smoke 
detectors, sprinklers and other fire safety improvements? 
Isn't it common sense to save lives, property and money 
by reducing the risk of fire and the damage it causes? Isn't 
it common sense to encourage every Californian to make 
fire safety improvements before disaster strikes? 
The answer is clear! Please join us in voting for the fair 
and commonsense approach to fire and life safety. VOTE 
YES ON PROPOSITION 311 
DANIEL E. BOATWRIGIIT 
St.te Senator, 7th District 
Contra Cost. County 
MILTON MARKS 
St.te Senator, 3m District 
San FraneiscolMarin Counties 
KENNE11I A. BROWN 
President, California Fire Chiefs AMJCiation 
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